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DETAILED ACTION 

#2 Non-Finol Rejection (3/21/06) 

Claim Re jections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identicoily disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art 
are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious ot the time the invention was made to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by 
the manner In which the invention was mode. 

1. Claims 1-2, 8-10, 15, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Stein et al. (6,821,465) in view of Japan (JP 2000-264361). 

Regarding claims 1-2, 8-10, 15, Stein et al. (6,821,465) discloses the 
invention as claimed to include a body including a door, a door trim panel 10, the 
door trim panel including a cover stock 22; an armrest 12 coupled to the cover 
stock and having a first density 14; an upper energy absorber Fig 2 disposed above 
the armrest and having a second density 16 higher than the first density; and a 
lower energy absorber Fig 2 disposed below the armrest and having a third density 
16 higher than the first density; wherein the second and third densities are 
substantially equal. 

However, Stein et al. (6,821,465) does not disclose the foam to be polyolefin 
bead foam. 

Japan (JP 2000-264361) discloses the foam to be polyolefin bead foam. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to modify the invention, as disclosed by Stein 
et al. (6,821,465), to include the foam to be polyolef in bead foam, as disclosed by 
Japan (JP 2000-264361), to provide the door trim panel to include the armrest 
with energy absorbers with excellent shock absorbing buffer taught by Japan (JP 
2000-264361). 

2. Claim(s) 22-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Stein et al. (6,821,465) as applied to claim 1 and further in view of ordinary 
skill in the art. 

Regarding Cloim(s) 22-26, Stein et al. (6,821,465) discloses the invention os 
claimed. 

However, Stein et al. (6,821,465) does not disclose varied ranges of 
densities for the first, second and third densities. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to provide varied ranges of densities for the first, second 
and third densities, since it has been held to be within the general skill of a worker 
in the art to use the available foam with required density as specified by the 
design specification which would provide the desire level of protection for the 
passengers in the event of a side impact. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 3/8/06 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 
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In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine 
the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established 
by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed 
invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found 
either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one 
of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. 
Cir. 1988) and In re Jones. 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In 
this case, Polyolef in bead foam is used to provided an armrest with excellent shock 
absorbing properties as taught by Japan (JP 2000-264361). 

In response to applicant's argument that Japan (JP 2000-264361) is 
nonanalogous art, it has been held that a prior art reference must either be in the 
field of applicant's endeavor or, if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the 
particular problem with which the applicant was concerned, in order to be relied 
upon as a basis for rejection of the claimed invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 
F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, the particular problem 
with which applicant was concerned was energy absorber (shock absorber). 

In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that 
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any Judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon 
hindsight reasoning. But so long as It takes Into account only knowledge which was 
within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, and 
does not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a 
reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 
(CCPA 1971). 



4. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications should 
be directed to Primary Examiner Kiran B. Patel whose telephone number is 571- 
272-6665. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F from 8:00 to 5:00. The 
fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is (571) 273-8300. 



Conclusion 




Kiran B. Patcl, P. E. 
Primary Examiner 



Art Unit 3612 
March 21, 2006 



